P
Y

s " Approved For Relehgd 2002/05/0§E&E§§@§f®384mo p0e0118-1

Oﬂice Memomndzzm * UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT

TO * Mre Le Re H@uéton DATE: 6 Jenuary 1950
FROM : Legsal Steff

SUBJECT: Dreft of Administrative Instruotion Re Classified Contracts.

OGC HAS REVIEWED. , .

, l. The following comments are furnished in accord with the
request of Management Officer's memorendum dated 22 December 1949, ask-
ing for an answer by 10 Januvery 1950, :

2. We are not altogether certain that the eppropriste Assistent
Director or Steff Chief would necessarily heve the names of all prospec-
tive contractors in complisnce with the requirement of paregreph 2.sa.
(1)e The respective contractors would probably be more readily ac-
cessible to operational secticns such as Communications, but would
not necessarily be known by other divisions of the Agency requiring
clessified procurement. The requirement contsined in paregraph 2.e.
seems unnecessarily restrictive insofer as there is no condition of
& time interval or change of employees, Query: Why should a new
security clearsnce be obtained for the same personnel immediately
entering into a new contract simply because the previous contract
has been terminated? In paragreph 4, line 8, the word ™ame" is
spparently a typographical error. The sentence, as written, does
not meke sense.

, 8+ There is no provision for requiring clearance of all con-
tractor's personnel prior to the execution of the contract or the
beginning of operations under i1t. This mgy have been considered and
decided unnecessary., If clearance is considered & necessery condi-
tlon precedent, it shauld aleo bs applied to subcomtracts. In their
rogard, the Administrative Insiruction should probably contain a spe-
cific statement that the procedure applies to subcontractors as well

- @8 to primes, although the applicebility of the provisions is certain-
ly implied.
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